influenced Mohler and to whom he was responding. 10 Because of the seminal nature of Schleiermacher's thought for contemporary theology, his influence was notably significant. 11 Although Mohler later distanced himself from Unity in the Church, his first book, many of its concerns remained important in his work throughout his short life.
12
To explore Unity in the Church in dialogue with Schleiermacher helps to place it in its historical context as a response, at least in part, to the many challenges of the Enlightenment and its aftermath. 13 Such an exploration highlights how Mohler's thought is both linked with and distinct from Schleiermacher's classic Protestant understanding of the Church. One link between the two is the articulation of their ecclesiologies over against what they characterize as the medieval, juridical view. Central to communion ecclesiology both for Schleiermacher as well as for Luther is a focus on the Church as a fellowship of believers united through their relationship with God in a way that emphasizes the necessary but secondary status of institutional structures. If this focus were the sole determining factor in identifying communion ecclesiology, Schleiermacher's approach to the Church would serve as a prototype.
Such would be the case if communion ecclesiology could be defined adequately in a simple abstract sentence. But concretely Mohler's account of what we now call communion ecclesiology stands in contrast to Schleiermacher's approach on several key points. Despite Mohler's many similarities to Schleiermacher, there remains a chasm that separates the two. Both in those similarities and that chasm are to be found the roots of contemporary Western versions of communion ecclesiology. 10 1 am grateful to Professor Bradford E. Hinze of Marquette University for clarifying this point for me. In addition to the persons mentioned above in n. 6, also influential were the Protestant August Neander, a student of Schleiermacher, and the Catholics Michael Sailer and Johann Sebastian von Drey. 11 Certain emphases in Schleiermacher's On Religion have points of similarity with Tillich's "new being," Otto's "idea of the holy," Maslow's "peak-experiences," Ricoeur's "second naivete," Rahner's Vorgriff and "anonymous theist," Boffs "ecclesiogenesis," and other concepts associated with later theologians. 12 Mohler, who died at the age of 42, was 29 when Unity in the Church appeared. For Mohler's repudiation of the work, see Erb's Introduction 2-3, 56-61. 13 Two points demonstrated by Hinze in his comparison of Schleiermacher and Johann Sebastian von Drey can apply as well to this comparison of Schleiermacher and Mohler: first, both scholars shared the same milieu so deeply that, for all of their differences, they reflected many profound similarities in their fundamental presuppositions; second, these scholars can best be read as grappling with issues raised by modernity; see Bradford E. Hinze, Narrating History, Developing Doctrine: Friederich Schleiermacher and Johann Sebastian Drey (Atlanta: Scholars, 1993).
SCHLEIERMACHER'S ON RELIGION
The major comparison here involves reading Unity in the Church against the background of Schleiermacher's The Christian Faith. In this first section I wish to preempt potential objections that his On Religion presents insurmountable obstacles to the validity of such a comparison. Does On Religion, as it is often characterized, 14 subvert any positive connections that might otherwise be asserted between Schleiermacher and communion ecclesiology? Does it reveal Schleiermacher's philosophy of religion as incompatible with an ecclesiology that demands a benign relationship between religious experience and its organized forms of expression? Does Schleiermacher focus too much on feeling to the detriment of dogma? Is he anti-institutional? Does he focus too much on the individual to the neglect of community?
I grant that the first edition of On Religion (1799) can be read in this way. But it can also be read more generously as at times rhetorically overstating Schleiermacher's real positions by granting too much to its audience's prejudices in order to gain a hearing. A good deal of ambiguity does in fact exist in On Religion in regard to the relationship between religious experience and the dogmas and rituals that express them. A similar ambiguity concerns the relationship between the true Church and the Church institution. In some passages dogmas and institutional elements are disparaged, virtually mocked. In other passages such elements are grudgingly admitted as necessary; in still other passages they are described as neutral or even relatively positive.
Much of this ambiguity is due to the difference in editions from 1799 to 1806 to 1821. I accept the basic stance of both Schleiermacher and of translator Terrence Tice that the 1821 edition for the most part simply represents clarifications of Schleiermacher's thought since 1799. The most important clarifications deal with Schleiermacher's position on the relative worth of institutional elements when compared with the more basic religious experience. In 1799, to the delight of his Romantic audience, he fired away with full guns at dogmas and structures. By 1821, with a wider audience in mind, he stressed more the necessity and value of these derivative elements of religion, although clearly he still held that they pale greatly in comparison with the inner essence of religion. However, he also held that "the church is indispensable for every religious man, since it comprises his fellowship with all the faithful." By the 1821 edition, Schleiermacher had developed positive strategies for talking about institutional ecclesial associations in relation to the true Church. He saw them as "mediating institutions" through which the true Church comes in contact with the profane world.
18 They also form the matrix out of which the true Church arises. Schleiermacher saw the true Church as being most fully manifested in the gathering of the disciples in the Upper Room, "praising God and honoring their Lord"; he held that "this special way of being church has never been completely submerged in the other but continually arises anew within it."
19 He called this process the "palingenesis" of the Church, its continually being born again amid mediating structures. Schleiermacher laments the impoverishment that occurs when members of the true Church withdraw from communal expressions of piety, and even remarked that "the whole occasion of public worship comes to be seen as the joint action of a single organism when we think of family worship as something assimilated to it and continuous with it." 20 Schleiermacher's explicit support for a lay-clergy distinction as well as his work for ecumenical unity further reflect some of his institutional concerns.
SCHLEIERMACHER'S THE CHRISTIAN FAITH
In its recognition of the necessity and value of dogmas and structures and in its development of a positive ecclesiology, The Christian Faith is much less ambiguous than On Religion. In this section I draw upon The Christian Faith to highlight those dimensions of Schleiermacher's approach to the Church that overlap with communion ecclesiology.
The paste that holds Schleiermacher's ecclesiology together in this work is his consistent concern for unity in the Church. I would go so far as to say that Schleiermacher's work The Christian Faith might conceivably have been given the same title as Mohler's book: Unity in the Church. Ecclesiology provides the starting point and the framework for the whole of Schleiermacher's theology, with the Church's unity providing one of its most pervasive themes. Schleiermacher found in the Church a concrete historical alternative to beginning his theology with In his systematic discussion of the Church, Schleiermacher was not given to the use of images. He found the body of Christ, however, to express the irreplaceable importance of each individual member in union with Christ, their head. The concept of a mystical union of Christ with all the members captures well the heart of Schleiermacher's organic understanding of the Church. 27 5. The unity present in Christian fellowship requires certain essential elements. Schleiermacher held that since Christian fellowship must exist alongside the world, it will possess organizational elements such as laws and structures of authority. Most of these elements are historically variable, but there must be certain essential elements that account for continuity in self-identity. Schleiermacher identified these elements as Holy Scripture, ministry of the Word of God, baptism, the Lord's Supper, the power of the keys, and prayer in the name of Jesus. He links these six elements with the threefold ministry of Christ as prophet, priest, and king, and thus considers them to be the continuation of the activities of Christ himself. 43 the dynamic unity already present among all believers in the Spirit found further expression in the metropolitan and then in a worldwide episcopacy; finally, it found a necessary expression in the papacy. 44 Mohler drew frequently upon the testimony of the patristic writers to demonstrate the apostolic origin, importance, inevitability, and necessity of these structures. He did not claim that Jesus or the apostles directly instituted the forms of the structures, but that they developed organically from an inner need. 45 6. Historical manifestations of the Church will legitimately be diverse. Church unity is not narrow uniformity but a reality that exists amid the dynamic interplay of many diverse elements; unity and diversity are complementary rather than contradictory. The main purpose of church authority is to counter those who insist on making their own mode of thinking obligatory, as the only expression of the common spirit. However, the Church contains within itself all legitimate antitheses. To move beyond the boundaries of the Church that developed organically is heretical and contradictory by its very nature.
Mohler supported strongly the concept that the Church, as a living organism, has many diverse elements. He spoke in favor of individuality properly understood, and he rejected any narrow concept of authority that would impose a rigid uniformity.
4 But Mohler also argued insistently that the Church founded by Christ is a visible one; that separation is of the very nature of heresy; that moving beyond the visible Church dissolves its organic unity; and that what exists as legitimate diversity when held in tension with its contrary within the bounds of Church unity becomes an egoistical contradiction when carried outside the visible Church. 48 All true apostolic communities are generated directly by prior apostolic communities. No authentic community is generated through a complete breaking off with the communities that preceded it. Mohler explicitly rejected the argument that the Church should form a higher unity with those heresies that had separated themselves from it. grasp essential elements of what the Church is. Scripture is itself a necessary witness, but it must be complemented by the living tradition that preceded it and that carries it on. Church doctrine is not simply a human work, but a work of the Spirit. At the core of many heresies is the belief that Christianity was delivered complete at the beginning, and that any developments that took place were corruptions rather than the guidance of the Holy Spirit who continually preserves the Church; in other words, many heresies are at root denials of the principle of organic development. Mohler's approach represents a strong Catholic apologetic. Why is it, then, that communion ecclesiology is often hailed as being an instrument for dialogue for ecumenical progress? On one level, with its focus on the patristic authors, the Trinity, sacramentality, and the episcopacy, it has functioned preeminently as an instrument for dialogue between Catholics and Orthodox. But it has also played a role in Catholic and Protestant relations. How is it that something which in its roots is so blatantly apologetic could play such a role?
Mohler was ecumenical in several ways. He considered it his duty to love Protestants and to engage in serious ongoing dialogue with them. His ecumenism was also substantive in that he contrasted his own understanding of the Church with the Roman Catholic view of the Middle Ages. He saw that view which in an earlier work he had called "the papal system" 52 as static, institutional, monarchical, and overly centralized. Although he judged the great Reformers to have been illegitimate in their moving beyond a Catholic framework, he strongly sympathized with them concerning the need for reform and the frustrations of trying to accomplish such reform in union with a hierarchy that misconceived the nature of its own authority. In constructing his own ecclesiology over against the medieval juridical view, Mohler offered a view of the Church that is dynamic, organic, collegial, and pluriform.
Mohler held that the main task of the episcopacy and the papacy is not to impose narrow uniformity but rather to affirm and hold in tension the diverse and often contrary forms of expression that the Christian life has produced. The papacy is the completion of ways in which the unity of the Church manifests itself. But Mohler has as much to say about the need for papal reform and limits as he has to say about its 
